Abstract Twenty-three new combinations (Lolium
INTRODUCTION
Traditionally, the distinction between the genera Sche do norus P.Beauv. (= Festuca L. p.p.) and Lolium L. (Poaceae) is based on macro-morphological features concerning the synflorescence and the spikelets. However, the occurrence of intermediate phenotypes applicable to five natural hybrids originally described under Festuca or ×Festulolium Asch. & Graebn., has raised doubts about this distinction. A close relationship between the two genera is indicated by the ability of interspecific hybridization between various Schedonorus and Lolium species, as well as by the promiscuous pairing of homoeologous chromosomes during meiosis in hybrids and frequent homoeologous recombination (Kopecký & al., 2005 (Kopecký & al., , 2008 . Thus, Darbyshire (1993) treated Schedonorus [1812] as a synonym of Lolium [1753] , introducing four new combinations under the latter genus. This nomenclatural choice was subsequently confirmed on phylogenetic grounds by various authors (Gaut & al., 2000; Torrecilla & Catalán, 2002; Torrecilla & al., 2003; Catalán & al., 2004 Catalán & al., , 2007 who confirmed the taxa comprise a single monophyletic group. This was composed of the genera Lolium, Micropyropsis Romero Zarco & Cabezudo, and Schedonorus within the broad-leaved Festuca s.l. clade, in opposition to Festuca s.str. in the narrow-leaved clade. Later this monophyly was formalized by Soreng & al. (2015) Tzvelev & Czerepanov (1974) has priority over the one by Ardenghi & al. (2013 «Festuca» n ₒ 503" (P-CO, lost ?). The holotype is reported to be conserved at "Herb. Coss.", Herbarium Cosson, currently at P (Stafleau & Cowan, 1976 ); yet, searches at P did not result any exsiccatum of our interest. (Holmberg, 1930) . No attemps were made to locate material suitable for typification purposes. -Mazor", 13 Jul 1932, N. Gonczarov, G. Grigorjev & V. Nikitin s.n. (LE) . The aforementioned specimen is reported by Devesa & al. (2013) 
